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Pl e a s e j oi n us f or a  dis c ussi o n of at h eis m, s e c ul aris m, C hristi a nit y a n d ot h er t h o u g hts . 
W e will m e et in  G a m bl e H all 1 01  o n T h urs d a y , A pril 3 0  at 6 :0 0  p m. 
 
 
W at c h wit h o ut a W at c h m a k e r:  
P h il os o p hi c al Q u esti o ns of 
N o n -B eli e vi n g  
   B y Gr e g S c ott  
 
   Si n c e t h e b e gi n ni n g of t h e 2 1 st 
C e nt ur y, at h eists a n d a g n osti cs 
wit hi n t h e w est er n w orl d h a v e 
b e c o m e i n cr e asi n gl y m or e v o c al 
a b o ut t h eir dist ast e f or r eli gi o n  
i n t h e p u bli c s p h er e.  B e c a us e of 
t his, t h e bi g g est ar gu m e nt i n 
hist or y h as o n c e a g ai n  h e at e d u p 
a n d t h er e h a v e b e e n m a n y 
att a c ks a g ai nst at h eis m .  I will 
ar g u e  t h at t h es e ar e  i n a d e q u at e 
a n d w h e n t h e a bs ur diti es of t h e 
ar g u m e nts f or b ei n g a b eli e v er 
ar e t a k e n i nt o a c c o u nt, n ot b ei n g 
s pirit ual s e e ms t o b e t h e o nl y 
l o gi c al c h oi c e.  
   T his n e w a p pr o a c h of 
c o nt e m p or ar y at h eis m is m u c h 
m or e e v a n g elisti c a n d s e e ks 
c o n v erts, w hil e ol d er f or ms w er e 
k e pt b et w e e n i nt ell e ct u als.  I n 
p arti c ul ar, Mi c h el O nfr a y’s 
at h e ol o g y e m b o di es t h es e  v al u es 
i n a n e w s pirit e d n o n -b eli e vi n g .1   
T his h as c a us e d t h e i n cr e asi n gl y 
v o c al at h eis m  t o r e c ei v e m u c h 
dis d ai n a n d h atr e d i n t h e U nit e d 
St at es fr o m t h e W est’s bi g g est 
r eli gi o n, C hristi a nit y.    
                                                        
1  Mi c h el O nfr a y, T h e At h eist M a nif est o  
( Ar c a d e P u blis hi n g, 2 0 0 5), 6 2. 
   M a n y of t h e a c c us ati o ns 
a g ai nst t h e gr o wi n g  at h eis m b y 
th e  C hristi a n c o m m u nit y  i n v ol v e 
a c c us ati o ns of h a vi n g n o et hi cs .  
Aft er all, wit h o ut T h e H ol y  
Bi bl e  di ct ati n g et hi cs, c o ul d n’t 
p e o pl e d o w h at e v er t h e y w a nt 
i n cl u di n g g e n o ci d e, mis o g y n y, 
r a p e, a n d m ur d er ?  T h er e h a v e 
b e e n m a n y v al u e s yst e ms 
cr e at e d t h at h a v e  n ot hi n g t o d o 
wit h t h e b eli ef i n a n aft erlif e, 
i n cl u di n g C o nf u ci a nis m a n d 
Utilit ari a n H e d o nis m.  T h e 
c o n c er n c o ul d b est b e a ns w er e d 
b y  t h e h e d o nist et hi cs s yst e m 
s h o w n i n J er e m y B e nt h a m’s 
utilit ari a nis m, w hi c h str ess e d 
a v oi di n g p ai n, e m p h asi z e d 
pl e as ur e, a n d t h e gr e at est g o o d 
f or t h e gr e at est n u m b er.2   T his 
s yst e m f o c us es o n i m pr o vi n g t h e 
h er e a n d n o w, as o p p os e d t o t h e 
aft erlif e.  
   A s k e pti c of at h eis m m a y t h e n 
f urt h er r el at e t h at J os e p h St ali n, 
M a o  Z e d o n g, a n d P ol P ot w er e 
at h eists, s o t h er e h as t o b e a  
l o gi c al c o n n e cti o n b et w e e n 
vi ol e n c e a n d b ei n g a n at h eist .  
H o w e v er, t his is a n a d  h o mi n e m, 
w hi c h is a l o gi c al f all a c y w h er e 
a n ar g u er att a c ks a p ers o n wit h 
t h e i nt e nti o n of d e gr a di n g t h at 
p ers o n’s ar g u m e nt.  Of c o urs e 
n ot o nl y is t his a f all a c y, b ut t h e 
                                                        
2  O nfr a y, 5 8. 
sa m e ar g u m e nt c a n b e m a d e 
a b o ut r eli gi o n.  A d olf Hitl er a n d 
B e nit o M uss oli ni w er e b ot h 
R o m a n C at h oli cs, s o t his l o gi c al 
f all a c y c o ul d b e us ed  t o 
i g n or a ntl y ar g u e a g ai nst 
C hristi a nit y.  
   P er h a ps t h e m ost i m p ort a nt 
pr a g m ati c c o n c er n cit e d t o 
at h eist s is “ W hat if y o u ar e 
wr o n g ? ”  I n ot h er w or ds, w h y  
w o n’t n o n -b eli e v ers a c c e pt 
P as c al’s W a g er a n d gi v e 
t h e ms el v es d a m n ati o n 
i ns ur a n c e ? T o u n d erst a n d t his 
f all a c y, o n e m ust first ass u m e 
t h e s c e n ari o of s o m e o n e w h o 
d o es n ot b eli e v e b ut f oll o ws 
C hristi a nit y a n y w a y.  U p o n 
d yi n g, t his p ers o n arri v es i n 
fr o nt of G o d a n d is v er y r eli e v e d 
t h at h e f oll o w e d C hristi a nit y o ut 
of f e ar of b ur ni n g i n h ell.  Si n c e 
G o d  is b y d efi niti o n o m ni p ot e nt, 
t h e n h e w o ul d k n o w wit h o ut a 
d o u bt t h at J es us w as n e v er 
a c c e pt e d b y t h e p ers o n i n t h eir  
h e art.  T his, b y t h e l a ws i n 
C hristi a nit y w o ul d m a k e t h e 
p ers o n n o b ett er off t h a n if h e 
n e v er f oll o w e d C hristi a nit y o ut 
of f e ar a n d w o ul d b ur n i n H ell 
a n y w a y.  P as c al’s w a g er c o ul d 
o nl y w or k o n t h e ass u m pti o n 
t h at a p ers o n c o ul d f o ol a n all 
k n o wi n g d eit y .   
   W hil e t h es e ar g u m e nts att a c k  
t h e et hi cs a n d pr a cti c alit y of 
T h e N e wsl ett e r of t h e P hil os o p hi c al Dis c ussi o n G r o u p  
being an atheist, many believers 
have argued that the burden of 
evidence must be met for them 
not to consider atheism wrong.  
However, as Bertrand Russell 
stated in his essay Is There a 
God?, the burden of evidence is 
on the believer.  This is known 
as “Russell’s Teapot”.3  His 
argument is that someone could 
assert a very small teapot 
elliptically orbits between Mars 
and Earth and is too small to be 
viewed with a telescope.  While 
this could not be disproved, 
anyone listening would reason 
this is absurd.  However, if this 
teapot idea was stated in a holy 
book or taught in churches, the 
skeptics would be scathed for 
not believing in it.   
   Unlike the teapot, many 
arguments in favor of believing 
have been made by theists.   
One of the most famous is the 
teleological argument.  This 
very old argument essentially 
states that the universe is too 
complex to have just happened; 
therefore it must have been 
designed by a sentient and ultra 
intelligent being.  The obvious 
counter example is by this same 
logic, God, the most complex 
thing in existence, must have 
been created also by an even 
greater being, which leads to an 
infinite chain of super-creators.  
A popular analogy for this 
argument is the watchmaker 
analogy, which states: You 
come across a watch in the 
woods and have never seen a 
watch before.  You would 
                                                        
3 Bertrand Russel, Is there a God? 
http://www.cfpf.org.uk/articles/religion
/br/br_god.html 
understand that the watch is too 
complex to have occurred 
naturally; therefore it was 
created by someone or 
something that could be called 
the watchmaker 
   In light of evolution, which is 
a far simpler answer than 
explaining God as a 
phenomenon that sits outside of 
time and space, this analogy has 
been dropped by biology.  While 
the Intelligent Design response 
could be that God caused 
evolution, when factoring in 
Ockham’s Razor (the simplest 
answer that takes everything 
into account is always the best), 
it is much less complicated not 
to have God in the equation. 
   The other argument for the 
existence of God is the 
cosmological argument.  This 
argument hinges on universal 
causation.  The cosmological 
argument states that everything 
that begins (is finite and) has a 
cause; the universe began, so it 
has a cause.  One of the many 
counter-points is that the human 
mind likes to conceive that there 
are causes to everything, when 
in fact, we know that if God is 
real, then God has no cause.  If 
God is not real, then the 
universe was not intelligently 
caused.  By applying Ockham’s 
Razor, it is much simpler for the 
universe not to be the product of 
an intelligent cause than to 
explain the mechanics of a Deity 
that is infinitely more complex 






William of Ockham 
Shaved by Ockham’s Razor 
 



































If you have any questions, criticisms, 
comments or are interested in writing a 
thoughtful article for  The Philosopher’s 
Stone,  please contact:   
 





Dr. Jack Simmons 
Jack.Simmons@armstrong.edu 
  
Dr. Erik Nordenhaug  
Erik.Nordenhaug@armstrong.edu 
 
For a look at past Stones, visit: 
www.thales1.armstrong.edu/pdg/oldstones/ 
 
